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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), 
was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 08/1 1/2009 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

This Office action has been issued in response to amendment filed on 08/1 1/2009. Claims 1-49 are 
cancelled and newly added. Claims 50-83 are pending. Applicants' arguments have been carefully and 
respectfully considered and a new ground of rejection is made. 

Response to arguments 

Applicant's arguments are moot in view of the new ground of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections 
under this section made in this Office action: A person shall be entitled to a patent unless 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 



1. Claims 50-55, 58-59, 63-66, 69-70, 73-80 and 82-83 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) 
as being anticipated Bainbridge, Andrew John et al (hereinafter Bainbridge) US Patent No. 6014700. 
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As per claim 50. Bainbridge discloses: 
A method comprising: 

receiving at a storage server, from a storage client, a client request to perform an 
operation relating to a data set stored by the storage server; 

(Column 3, lines 36-39) 

in response to receiving the client request, determining in the storage server whether to invoke a 
policy engine in relation to the client request, by determining whether the client request satisfies a 
specified criterion associated with a specified policy of the policy engine; 

(column 3, lines 61-67, wherein the criterion is workload balancing). 

if the client request is determined not to satisfy a specified criterion associated with a specified 
policy of the policy engine, then satisfying the client request by the storage server without invoking 
the policy engine; 

(Column 4, lines 63-67, wherein the workload balancing is done at the client and request is sent to a target 
server bypassing the policy invocation at the central server). 

if the client request is determined to satisfy a specified criterion associated with a specified policy of 
the policy engine, 

(Column 5, lines 41-49) 

then sending a screen request corresponding to the client request from the storage server to the 
policy engine to cause the policy engine to apply the specified policy in relation to the client request 
or the data set; 

(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 

receiving at the storage server, from the policy engine, a screen response indicating a result of the 
policy engine having applied the specified policy in relation to the client request or the data set; 
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(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 

and sending a response to the client request from the storage server to the storage client in 
accordance with the screen response. 

(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54, wherein the target server honors the client request). 
As per claim 51. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the policy engine is implemented as a dedicated 
application server separate from the storage server. 

(FIG. 2 and column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 

As per claim 52. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 50, further comprising: 

sending information relating to the data set to the policy engine with the screen 
request. 

(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 
As per claim 53. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 52, wherein the information relating to the data set comprises 
metadata of the data set. 

(Column 6, lines 4-21, wherein the metadata is the server group identifier and policy group identifier). 
As per claim 54. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the screen request comprises a remote procedure call 
(RPC). 

(Column 5, lines 65-67). 
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As per claim 55. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the storage server and at least a portion of the policy 
engine are implemented in a single physical platform. 

(Column 2, lines 65-67) 

As per claim 58. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the policy engine determines whether to approve or deny 
the screen request based on an identity of a user of the storage client. 

(Column 7, lines 27-32, wherein the ranking of available server (policy) is done based on the user) 
As per claim 59. Bainbridge discloses: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the policy engine determines whether to approve or deny 
the screen request based on an identity of the storage server. 

(Column 7, lines 1-10, wherein the approved/pre-allocated servers are specifies according the workload 
policy). 

As per claim 63. Bainbridge discloses: 
A system comprising: 
a storage server; 

(FIG. 2) 

And a policy engine, implemented as a dedicated application server separate from the 
storage server, coupled to communicate with the storage server; 

(FIG. 2 and column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 
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wherein the storage server is configured to receive a client request, from a storage client, to 
perform an operation relating to a data set stored by the storage server; 

(Column 3, lines 36-39) 

determine whether to invoke a policy engine, in response to receiving the client request, by 
determining whether the client request satisfies a specified criterion associated with a specified 
policy of the policy engine; 

(column 3, lines 61-67, wherein the criterion is workload balancing). 

satisfy the client request, without invoking the policy engine, if the client request is determined not 
to satisfy a specified criterion associated with a specified policy of the policy engine; 

(Column 4, lines 63-67, wherein the workload balancing is done at the client and request is sent to a target 
server bypassing the policy invocation at the central server). 

invoke the policy engine, if the client request is determined to satisfy a specified criterion associated 
with a specified policy of the policy engine, 

(Column 5, lines 41-49) 

by sending a screen request, corresponding to the client request, to the policy engine; 

(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 

wherein the policy engine is configured to receive the screen request from the storage server; 
(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 

wherein the screen request is configured to cause the policy engine to apply the specified policy in 
relation to the client request or the data set; 

(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 

and send a screen response indicating a result of the policy engine having applied the specified 
policy in relation to the client request or the data set; 

(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 
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receive the screen response from the policy engine; 

(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 

and send a response to the storage client in accordance with the screen response. 

(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54, wherein the target server honors the client request). 

As per claim 64. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the storage server is further configured to: 
send information relating to the data set to the policy engine with the screen request. 

(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 

As per claim 65. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 64, wherein the information relating to the data set comprises 
metadata of the data set. 

(Column 6, lines 4-21, wherein the metadata is the server group identifier and policy group identifier). 
As per claim 66. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the screen request comprises a remote procedure call 
(RPC). 

(Column 5, lines 65-67). 

As per claim 69. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the policy engine is further configured to determine 
whether to approve or deny the screen request based on an identity of a user of the storage client. 

(Column 7, lines 27-32, wherein the ranking of available server (policy) is done based on the user) 
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As per claim 70. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the policy engine is further configured to determine 
whether to approve or deny the screen request based on an identity of the storage server. 

(Column 7, lines 1-10, wherein the approved/pre-allocated servers are specifies according the workload 
policy). 

As per claim 73. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system comprising: 

a plurality of storage servers; 

(FIG. 2) 

and a plurality of policy engines, each coupled to communicate with each of the 
storage servers; 

(FIG. 2 and column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 

wherein each of the storage servers is configured so that, in response to receiving a client request to 
perform an operation relating to a stored data set, 

(Column 3, lines 36-39) 

the storage server responds by determining whether at least one of the policy engines should be 
invoked in relation to the client request, by determining whether the client request satisfies a 
specified criterion associated with a specified policy of at least one of the policy engines; 

(column 3, lines 61-67, wherein the criterion is workload balancing). 

if the client request is determined not to satisfy a specified criterion associated with a specified 
policy of at least one of the policy engines, the storage server responds by satisfying the client 
request; 
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(Column 4, lines 63-67, wherein the workload balancing is done at the client and request is sent to a target 
server bypassing the policy invocation at the central server). 

whereas if the client request is determined to satisfy a specified criterion associated with a specified 
policy of at least one of the policy engines, 

(Column 5, lines 41-49) 

the storage server responds by sending a screen request corresponding to the client request from 
the storage server to at least one of the policy engines to cause at least one of the policy engines to 
apply a specified policy in relation to the client request or the data set; 
(Column 5, lines 65-67, column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-44). 

receiving at the storage server a screen response indicating a result of applying the specified policy; 

(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54). 

and sending a response to the client request from the storage server to the storage client in 
accordance with the screen response. 

(column 6, lines 1-3 and lines 40-54, wherein the target server honors the client request). 
As per claim 74. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein the storage server is configured to select a particular one 
or more of the policy engines which should be invoked in response to determining that at least one 
of the policy engines should be invoked. 

(column 3, lines 61-67, wherein the criterion is workload balancing). 
As per claim 75. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 74, wherein the storage server stores a plurality of specified criteria 
associated with a corresponding plurality of specified policies, and wherein the storage server is 
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configured to select at least one of the policy engines which should be invoked, based on which one 
or more of the specified criteria are satisfied by the client request. 

(column 3, lines 61-67, wherein the criterion is workload balancing). 

As per claim 76. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 74, wherein the storage server is configured to select at least one of the 
policy engines which should be invoked based on a round- robin selection scheme. 

(Column 3, lines 1-11). 

As per claim 77. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 74, wherein the storage server is configured to select at least one of the 
policy engines which should be invoked based on a load- balancing scheme. 

(Column 3, lines 1-11). 



As per claim 78. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein each of the policy engines is dedicated to applying a 
different set of one or more policies. 

(Column 7, lines 1-10). 

As per claim 79. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein at least one of the policy engines is configured to apply a 
specified policy in a manner that is dependent on which storage server received the client request. 

(Column 7, lines 1-10). 
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As per claim 80. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein at least one of the policy engines is configured to determine 
whether to apply a particular specified policy based on which storage server received the client 
request. 

(Column 7, lines 1-10). 

As per claim 82. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein the plurality of policy engines are implemented as a 
cluster. 

(Column 3, lines 45-51, wherein the server groups is the cluster). 
As per claim 83. Bainbridge discloses: 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein at least one of the policy engines comprises a cluster. 

(Column 3, lines 45-5 1 , wherein the server groups is the cluster). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
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made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 56 and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Bainbridge, 
Andew John et al (hereinafter Bainbridge) US Patent No. 6014700 in view of Tzelnic, Percy et al 
(hereinafter Tzelnic) US Patent No. 606 1 504. 

As per claim 56, Bainbridge reference discloses servers handling client request, but does not explicitly 
disclose file management, However in an analogous art of data management, Tzelnic teaches: 
A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the client request is a request for a file managed by the 
storage server. 

(FIG. 6 and column 2, lines 45-48). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Tzelnic by incorporating the teaching of Tzelnic into the method of 
Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use storage policy of 
Tzelnic into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of using policies to control file system 
management. 

As per claim 67, Bainbridge reference discloses servers handling client request, but does not explicitly 
disclose file management, However in an analogous art of data management, Tzelnic teaches: 
A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the client request is a request for a file managed by the 
storage server. 

(FIG. 6 and column 2, lines 45-48). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Tzelnic by incorporating the teaching of Tzelnic into the method of 
Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use storage policy of 
Tzelnic into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of using policies to control file system 
management.. 

3. Claims 60-61, 71-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by 
Bainbridge, Andew John et al (hereinafter Bainbridge) US Patent No. 6014700 in view of Theimer, 
Marvin M. et al (hereinafter Theimer) US Patent No 5649099. 

As per claim 60, Bainbridge reference discloses servers handling client request, but does not explicitly 
disclose using quota to approve or deny request, However in an analogous art of data management, 
Theimer teaches: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the policy engine determines whether to approve or deny 
the screen request based on a quota. 

(Column 2, lines 58-60, access controls: Concepts such as restrictions over file types, access time limits, 
the homework example restrictions, or resource quotas, touch base upon the restriction of the request 
based on resource quotas). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Theimer by incorporating the teaching of Theimer into the method 
of Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the quota criteria 
of Theimer into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of limit the resource access control based on 
quota. 
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As per claim 6 1 , Bainbridge reference discloses servers handling client request, but does not explicitly 
disclose using usage frequency to approve or deny request, However in an analogous art of data 
management, Theimer teaches: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the policy engine determines whether to approve or deny 
the screen request based on a number of times the data set has been accessed during a period of 
time. 

(Column 2, lines 58-60, access controls: Concepts such as restrictions over file types, access time limits, 
the homework example restrictions, or resource quotas, touch base upon the restriction of the request 
based on access time). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Theimer by incorporating the teaching of Theimer into the method 
of Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the quota criteria 
of Theimer into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of limit the resource access control based on 
usage frequency. 

As per claim 71, Bainbridge reference discloses servers handling client request, but does not explicitly 
disclose using quota to approve or deny request, However in an analogous art of data management, 
Theimer teaches: 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the policy engine is further configured to determine 
whether to approve or deny the screen request based on a quota. 

(Column 2, lines 58-60, access controls: Concepts such as restrictions over file types, access time limits, 
the homework example restrictions, or resource quotas, touch base upon the restriction of the request 
based on resource quotas). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Theimer by incorporating the teaching of Theimer into the method 
of Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the quota criteria 
of Theimer into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of limit the resource access control based on 
quota. 

As per claim 72, Bainbridge reference discloses servers handling client request, but does not explicitly 
disclose using usage frequency to approve or deny request, However in an analogous art of data 
management, Theimer teaches: 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the policy engine is further configured to determine 
whether to approve or deny the screen request based on a number of times the data set has been 
accessed during a period of time. 

(Column 2, lines 58-60, access controls: Concepts such as restrictions over file types, access time limits, 
the homework example restrictions, or resource quotas, touch base upon the restriction of the request 
based on access time). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Theimer by incorporating the teaching of Theimer into the method 
of Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the quota criteria 
of Theimer into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of limit the resource access control based on 
usage frequency. 

4. Claim 62 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by Bainbridge, Andew 
John et al (hereinafter Bainbridge) US Patent No. 6014700 in view of Luk, Shun Hang et al (hereinafter 
Luk) US Publication No 20060195616. 
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As per claim 62, Bainbridge does not explicitly disclose the file-level and block-level protocol, However 
in an analogous art of data storage, Luk teaches: 
method as recited in claim 50, further comprising: 

using one of a plurality of storage protocols implemented by the storage server to 

access the set of data, the plurality of storage protocols including a block-level storage protocol 

(Column 7, lines 18-20) and a file-level storage protocol (Column 4, lines 60-63).. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention to combine Bainbridge and Luk by incorporating the teaching of Luk into the method of 

Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use storage 

protocols of Luk into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of enabling a wide range of storage 

protocols. 

5. Claims 57, 68 and 81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over by 
Bainbridge, Andew John et al (hereinafter Bainbridge) US Patent No. 6014700 in view of Corbin, 
John R (hereinafter Corbin) US Patent No. 5138712. 

As per claim 57, Bainbridge does not explicitly disclose granting/denying request based on the client 
identity, However in an analogous art of data storage, Corbin teaches: 

A method as recited in claim 50, wherein the policy engine determines whether to approve or deny 
the screen request based on an identity of the storage client. 

(Column 2, lines 60-68). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Corbin by incorporating the teaching of Corbin into the method of 
Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the Access 
control of Corbin into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of managing/handling request 
according to Access control policy. 

As per claim 68, Bainbridge does not explicitly disclose granting/denying request based on the client 
identity, However in an analogous art of data storage, Corbin teaches 

A system as recited in claim 63, wherein the policy engine is further configured to determine 
whether to approve or deny the screen request based on an identity of the storage client. 

(Column 2, lines 60-68). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Corbin by incorporating the teaching of Corbin into the method of 
Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the Access 
control of Corbin into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of managing/handling request 
according to Access control policy. 

As per claim 81, Bainbridge does not explicitly disclose granting/denying request based on the client 
identity, However in an analogous art of data storage, Corbin teaches 

A system as recited in claim 73, wherein at least one of the policy engines applies a specified policy 
based on an identity of a client which sent the client request. 

(Column 2, lines 60-68). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Bainbridge and Corbin by incorporating the teaching of Corbin into the method of 
Bainbridge. One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it motivated to use the Access 
control of Corbin into the system of Bainbridge for the purpose of managing/handling request 
according to Access control policy. 

Conclusion 

For the prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure, 
please refer to the Notice of Reference form. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Tarek Chbouki whose telephone number is 571-2703 154. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Mon-Fri 7:30 am to 5:00 pm EST. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Neveen Abel-Jalil can be reached at 571-2724074. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 57 1 -272- 1 000. 
IT. C.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2 1 65 
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